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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office Action has been carefully considered. The issues raised are traversed and 
addressed below With reference to the relevant headings and paragraph numbers appearing 
under the Detailed Action of the Office Action. 

Eieciion/Restrictions 

We acknowledge the Examiner's indication that claims 13 to 19 are directed to an 
independent invention and that these are therefore withdrawn from consideration. In view of 
this, we are not submitting any further comments on these claims. 

Claim R^ections - 35 USC § 102 

In paragraph 3 and 4 of the Office Action the Examiner has maintained the 
objections against the claims on the basis that the distinguishing features over the prior art 
were limitations which did not structurally distinguish the claimed invention from the device 
of Han et al. We appreciate the Examiner's detailed consideration of the issue and 
acknowledge the ^Bcaminer's ceason for maintaining the objection. 

In view of this, the claim 1 has been restricted to introduce additional structural 
limitations over Han et al. In particular, the claim has been amended to restrict the claim to 
including a shaped recess forming a refracting lens. The feature of the at least one region 
being refractive was previously included in claim 1 1 which has therefore been cancelled 
from the application. 

We note that the Examiner has objected to claim 1 1 on the basis of Han et al 
describing refraction of the radiation passing therethrough. Whilst this is the case, Han et al 
does not include any disclosure that the region may include a shaped recess which can form 
a refractive lens. A basis for these amendments can be found on page 13 lines 8 to 10 and 
page 14 lines 9 to 12 of the specification as originally filed. 

We appreciate that as this the final Office Action, the Examiner is not bound to 
consider these amendments. However, we submit that these amendments do not introduce 
additional features for consideration as the revised claim is clearly novel and inventive over 
Han et al. In view of this* we would ai^preciate it if the Examiner would allow the 
application and allow it to proceed to acceptance. 
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In light of the above, it is respectfully submitted that the objections and claim 
rejections have been successfully traversed and addressed. The amendments do not involve 
adding any information that was not already disclosed in the specification, and therefore no 
new matter is added. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the claims 1 to 12, and 
the application as a whole with these claimSt are allowable, and a favourable reconsideration 
is therefore earnestly solicited. 

Very respectfully. 
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